It’s a bird, not a plane. Twitter: The new kind of public diplomacy? by Marara, Yasmine
 
 
1 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
It’s a bird, not a plane. Twitter: The new kind of public diplomacy ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bachelor project: Public responses to digital diplomacy 
    Yasmine Marara 
s1400266 
Dr. R. Tromble 
09-06-2016 
Leiden Universiteit 
Internationale Betrekkingen en Organisaties 
 
 
2 
 
 
Abstract: In the last couple of years social media has changed the political landscape. More and more 
politicians and governments can be found online in what can only be seen as a mass migration to the 
internet and towards digital diplomacy. Previous research in social sciences have focused on 
domestic audiences. Research on interactivity have predominantly been done in the marketing and 
communication research. In order to better understand what the influence is of digital diplomacy and 
how it is perceived by foreign publics, this study tries to combine these different findings from 
different field. By  focusing on interactivity this research examines if interactivity influence the way 
anti-Islamic state (IS) discourse on twitter is received by twitter audiences. In my online research on 
social media two twitter accounts where examined. Interactivity generated less positive responses 
than non-interactive tweets. The more likes a tweet had, the more positive was the tone of the 
response. The more retweets a tweet had, the more likes it received. The more retweets a tweet had, 
the more likes it received. This hypotheses was tested with multiple t-tests and regression analyses 
using an original dataset with information on the Twitter activity of the United Kingdom foreign 
affairs office ‘Ukagainstdaesh’ and the United States government twitter named ‘The global 
engagement Center’.   
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Introduction  
The month March marks the first time a Digital Diplomacy Conference was hosted in Israel by 
the ministry of foreign affairs (MFA) and the University of Tel Aviv. Scholars and practitioners from all 
over the world gathered to discuss the use of digital diplomacy (Ilian, 2016). In recent years the 
presence of diplomatic actors on social media sites (SNS) have increased, not only embassies and 
MFA’s but also non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) have claimed their place on SNS sites like 
Twitter (Kampf et al, 2015; Nye, 2008). In the past years global governance has not been able to 
catch up with international crime. Besides economic growth and the openness of trade, finance and 
communication, globalization has also empowered groups who do not abide by international law 
(Noble, 2010,P.ii). In June of 2014 the Islamic state of Iraq and Al-Sham (IS) appeared on the 
international radar when they first started openly an violently pursuing the establishment of an 
Islamic caliphate in the Middle East. The group has tried to gain legitimacy via online propaganda 
using social media and cyber technology to control their image, attract combatants and scare 
adversaries. These efforts have been very effective in reaching and enlisting thousands of people on 
Twitter from all over the world ( Farwell, 2014, p. 49). In the wake of these successes the United 
State (US) state department and the United Kingdom (UK) foreign office have been using Twitter to 
show the brutalities of IS by creating videos and sharing content to counter their message (Farwell, 
2014, p.52).            
Even though there has been a migration of public diplomacy to the internet, it is still a 
developing discipline and not many have studied the actual public responses to digital diplomacy. 
Previous studies in digital diplomacy have predominantly focused on the role of politicians in these 
online interactions and the ways in which they practice digital diplomacy (Tromble,2015; Strausz et al, 
2015; Kampf et al, 2015). Previous studies about interactivity mostly come from communication 
research (Sundar, 2003; Liu Shrum, 2002). The studies that have been done in political science have 
focused on a single country and looked at domestic politics without taking into account foreign 
audiences (Lee & Shin, 2015; Lee & Jang, 2012). This study aims to address this gap by researching 
what the influence is of interactivity, the degree to which a Twitter account engages in two-way 
conversations opposed to one-sided public addresses, on public audiences on Twitter (lee & Shin, 
2012, p. 515). Studying public responses to digital diplomacy, and examining how and why messages 
are received in a certain way will help further our understanding of the influence of this new form of 
public diplomacy. My research question is: Does interactivity influence the way anti-Islamic state (IS) 
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discourse on twitter is received by twitter audiences. I argue that; Interactive tweets are more likely to 
receive positive responses than non-interactive tweets.     
 This research begins with an explanation of important concepts digital diplomacy is 
rooted in and are important for the understanding of this new phenomenon. I will be explaining soft 
power, public diplomacy, nation branding. I follow that up with an extensive research on interactivity 
and viewing what different field and previous research has to say about this concept. Furthermore, I 
will explain the process of data collection and coding the information. I end with an analysis of this 
data using statistical techniques and a discussion these results.  
The road to digital diplomacy  
Power, is the ability to control things or other people, to get them to do what they wouldn’t 
do otherwise. In a political context, this control is normally associated with the possession of 
recourses like population, economic or military size. Traditionally speaking, a country’s strength was 
measured by how strong their military capacities were. Nowadays this focus on military has reduced 
(Nye, 1990, p. 154).  Soft Power is the use of attraction and persuasion instead of coercion or 
payment in order to attain favorable outcomes (Borja Et al, 2015, p.215). Soft power is an attractive 
option because it is more cost-efficient than hard power (McClorly, 2015. p. 8). Communications, 
good organizations and institutional competence are now also important resources to resolve the 
more recent problems in world politics (Nye, 1990, pp. 157-158).      
There are two reasons why the importance of soft power has increased. Power is moving 
away from the state and is being shared with NGO’s, civil society and individual people. In today’s 
global information age, information has become a main source of power that is simultaneously 
becoming accessible for an increasing number of people because of technology. The more our 
society becomes digitalized, the more global events, however small or big, will take place on the 
internet. That makes soft power an interesting topic of focus (Nye, 2004; Nye 2015). The 
effectiveness of a country’s soft power is dependent on appeal and attractiveness. The attractiveness 
of a state’s culture, political values and foreign policy are crucial (Nye, 2008, pp. 94-95). The extent to 
which government representatives are able to portray these values to the online world is very 
important (Pelling, 2015. p. 172). Different people are attracted to different aspects of a culture. 
People in Moscow can have a different view of American culture than people in Canada.  Soft power 
is not static. If a country’s culture, foreign policy or norms and values are perceived negatively, this 
will not yield soft power (Nye, 2008, p. 95).  If a foreign audience perceives information as 
illegitimate and ‘propaganda’, this can undermine a country’s credibility and counteract soft power 
(Nye, 2008, pp. 94-100). According to Nye: ‘’the best propaganda is no propaganda’’ (2012).   
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The hardest thing about soft power is that it is mostly outside of the control of the 
government. The culture and values of a country are created by the people living in it. And because 
soft power sets the frame where policy can be conducted, it can take a long time before it works, but 
it can also be lost quickly (Waller,2008, p. 66). Even though soft power has its limitations, so do all 
forms of power (Nye, 2015, p. 7).  In a democratic state soft power is an important source to rely on 
for influence (Nye, 2004, p. 6).  
One of the most effective ways for exercising soft power is public diplomacy (Sotiriu, 2015, p. 
36).  The term first appeared in the nineteenth century to describe the influence of public opinions 
on the way foreign policies were conducted. The term Public Diplomacy was? developed in the 
Unites States (US) (Roberts, 2007, p. 37). The term has evolved through multiple phases. The first 
phase began during the Cold War when American and Western values where actively being spread to 
Eastern Europe and past the iron curtain. The second phase started with the fall of the Berlin Wall. 
US efforts diminished and so did the US public diplomacy. The third phase was spurred on by the 
9/11 attack. Every phase added different definitions to the concept (Szondi, 2008, pp.2-3).  The most 
complete definition that I found for public diplomacy  is by Delaney : “. . . the way in which both 
government and private individuals and groups influence directly or indirectly those public attitudes 
and opinions which bear directly on another government’s foreign policy decisions” (1968, p. 3). I 
chose this because it takes into account non –governmental actors. The main goal of public 
diplomacy is to construct a positive image. This image can be achieved in three ways. The first one is: 
daily communication, which entails clarifying foreign policy decisions. Furthermore: strategic 
communication, which can be obtained by using symbolic events and communication. The last 
dimension is the development of long-term relationships using media channels (Nye, 2008, pp. 102).  
Scholars in the marketing field have found that trough social media, firms can build brand 
loyalty using: networking, conversation and community building (Erdogmus & Cicek, 2012, pp. 1355). 
Brand loyalty of the customers is influenced in a positive way if a brand offers relevant content. In 
order to do this, brands have to be up to date on their customer’s interests (Erdogmus &Cicek, 2012, 
pp. 1359). Consumers may be inclined to see retailers that they know and brands they use as 
prolongation of their personal identity (Rapp et al, 2013, p. 550). Even though states cannot be 
equated with products, branding techniques can be applied to states in order for them to shape their 
image and reputation. Nation branding is a way in which states use digital diplomacy to create, 
monitor, evaluate and manage their own image via social media amidst an international audience 
(Manor & Segev, 2015, pp. 89-90).           
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The development of social media has driven the most important innovation in diplomacy 
since years (Holmes, 2015, p. 206). Digital diplomacy has emerged as new way of exercising public 
diplomacy (Sotiriu, 2015, p.33). In the broadest sense of the way digital diplomacy is: ‘’ … use of the 
Internet and information communication technologies (ICTs), from video conferencing to social 
media platforms, to help state and non-state actors to manage international change’’ (Bjola en 
Holmes, p. 207-208). Governments and International Organizations are now seeing social media 
resources as a channel trough which international relations can be pursued. The introduction of 
social media in politics could influence the way diplomats engage in crisis management, public 
diplomacy and international negotiations (Bjola, 2013, p. 4). As far as digital diplomacy goes, there is 
no clear consensus on what it actually entails. Therefore, digital diplomacy has not evolved in a 
coherent way. Every actor using digital diplomacy shapes their policy according to their own interests 
and situation (Sotiriu, 2015, P.33). There seems to be two schools of thought concerning the use of 
digital Diplomacy. One perspective sees digital diplomacy as stemming from traditional diplomacy 
and as being a continuity of traditional diplomacy with a virtual angle. The second perspective sees 
Digital Diplomacy as a new development. Digital Diplomacy replaces traditional top down politics 
with a model that is more closely linked to civil society (Clarke, 2015, p. 112).There are three main 
components of digital diplomacy. First, the manner in which targets communicate with public from 
the outside to convey a certain message or appearance, that is the public-diplomatic component. 
Second, there is the information-accessibility component. All the different practices foreign 
ministries and agencies format and organize information resources for their state representatives 
and the electorate. Lastly, it refers to the ways in which certain actors gain bottom up information to 
see if there are any changes in either political structures or public opinion. This is called the data 
analyses component (Bjola & Holmes, 2015, p. 208). 
Interactivity, its effects and what it means for public perception   
Because the research on the effects of interactivity on public behavior is limited I have 
combined theories from different research fields to develop my conceptual framework and build my 
hypothesis as presented below.  
One of the most important features on SNS sites is interactivity. Most research on 
interactivity is based on Rafaelis’ trichotomy of interactivity. The first form of interactivity in his 
model is one-way declarative communication as can be seen with radio or television. Reactive (two-
way) communication occurs when one side responds to the other. Full interactivity occurs when 
messages in a string of messages react to, not only, the previous message but also to previous 
reactive messages (1988, p. 3). Most, if not all, definitions of interactivity will fit within this frame. In 
the early nineties interactivity was defined by some scholars in a more broader sense as:  the 
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aptitude for people and organizations to be in contact with each other without being hindered by 
distance or time (Liu & Shrum, 2002, p. 54). Some scholars believe that interactivity is not limited to 
people but can also be attributed to interactive features of a website (Sundar, 2003; Sohn; 2005). 
What all modern definitions of interactivity have in common is the emphasis on two-way 
communication, two way communications is therefore the key variable for understanding 
interactivity. Two- way means that an actor can contact another party directly and vice versa 
(Kruikenmeier, 2012, p. 132). This is the definition that I will be using.    
 What makes interactivity interesting to look at  are the positive outcomes linked to 
interactivity. These outcomes are: an increase in acceptance, satisfaction, better learning abilities, 
better performances, motivation, sense of fun cognition learning ,openness, candor , social skills, and 
cooperation (Rafaeli & Sudweek, 1988,p. 4). Positive effects of interactivity are also found outside 
the communications field, in child psychology research. Walraven and Aken aimed at improving 
children’s processing ability and their desire to interact with their environment. They created two 
intervention programs. In the first program parents were asked to either provide more visual 
stimulation for their kids, by encouraging them to pay more attention to their environment and in 
the second one, to be more reactive and interactive with their children (1997, PP. 79-80). They 
measured the results of these findings at twelve months and seven, ten and twelve years. The results 
showed that the second program had effects of stimulated feelings of capability, self-reliance and 
motivation (Walraven & Aken, 1997, p. 81).  For girls these effects were the strongest, still present at 
the age of twelve, when they were compared to other girls in their age groups (Walraven, 1997, p. 
88). Interactivity can create these positive effects in different ways. This can be achieved by 
contagion. Contagion Theory is rooted in the idea that certain behavior, just like a disease or virus, 
can be disseminated and can develop and increase over time. In human relations that means that 
when a person alters their behavior after interacting with another person or group it is called social 
contagion. This is caused by heightened awareness, social learning and a need to comply with 
perceived norms (Rapp et al, 2013, p. 549). Rapp and Grewall used the concept of contagion to 
examine social media use across the supply chain i.e. suppliers, retailers, and consumers. They found 
that the more contact there is between retailer and customer, the higher the socialization will be, 
making communication and mutual understanding better and creating stronger relationships (Rapp, 
et al,2013, p. 551).          
Social presence is an important concept in digital communication. Presence reflects the level 
of closeness and connectedness in online communications. Social presence is the extent to which a 
person feels that another being is close to them and engaged with that person. Social trust is also a 
vital condition for interpersonal trust, which is important for human relations. Because of the 
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interactive nature of social media, social presence mimics face-to-face conversations. The feeling of 
social presence can alter changes in attitude and intention positively (Bente et al, 2008; Biocca et al, 
2003; Skalski & Tamborini, 2007).            
The following researches all attributed the positive effects of interactivity to this feeling of 
presence. Labrecque empirically investigated consumer brand relations on social media platforms. To 
do this she used parasocial interaction (PSI) theory, a term used in communication literature, a 
theory that explains the strength of the relationship between consumer and brand on social media 
and focuses on how to retain that tie. The two aspects she focused on were: perceived interactivity 
and openness. PSI creates a feeling of mutual awareness. The client became aware of the other 
person’s presence and that the other person was aware of themselves. This awareness is created by 
interactive messages i.e. two-way communication. The feelings of PSI create an intimacy with the 
other person that is the same as the intimacy with a physical human being. In this research 
participants were asked to think about a brand they interacted with on social media, and keep that 
brand in mind whilst answering a survey (Labrecque, 2014, p. 136-137).The results showed that 
interactivity did indeed have a significant influence on creating positive relationships, an increase in 
loyalty and willingness for clients to provide information (Labrecque, 2014, p. 135). 
 Kruikemeier looked at the relationship between politicians’ online Twitter campaign and 
their electoral support.  Her research found that candidates using more interactive ways of 
communicating received more votes than candidates who were less interactive ( Kruikemeier, 2014, 
p. 135). Kruikemeier theorized that this was caused by an increased feeling of connectedness and 
high social presence, feeling like that the person you want to reach is close to you and you can 
contact that person. When interactivity is present, and this is picked up on by the participants, this 
will yield social presence. (2013, p. 133).        
 Lee and shin conducted an experiment to see how people felt about a politician and his 
tweets when exposed to his Twitter page, opposed to newspaper article. They looked at the 
exposure to identical messages on before mentioned media platforms, and they were able to 
conclude that the Twitter page made people feel like they were in a face –to-face conversation with 
him which made them feel closer to the politician, more inclined to vote for him, and gave them 
more positive impressions of him (Lee & Shin , 2012 b, pp. 15-19) . Lee and Shin in a later research 
looked at the psychological effects of interactivity on people and came to the conclusion that it 
indeed caused positive reactions. They researched how and when the level of interactivity (high or 
low) that politicians used in their communication affected the cognitive and affective reactions. 264 
Participants were selected via an online survey and viewed a fake profile with high interactivity or a 
profile with low interactivity (2012a, pp. 516-517). The highly interactive Twitter caused more 
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positive thought with the audience than the lower one for the people who usually avoided social 
contact (Lee & Shina, 2015, P.518). Higher interactivity can heighten the sense of presence. The 
participants felt closer to the other person.  This heightened presence can, in turn, influence how a 
person feels  towards the target (Lee & Shina, 2015, p. 516).     
 Lee and Jang did two studies. For the first experiment they examined if direct contact from a 
famous person to his follower on a social media platform would influence people’s attitude towards 
the famous person, and which underlying psychological processes caused those reactions (Lee & Jang, 
2011, p. 2). The participants viewed the tweets of this public figure either on a SNS website or in a 
newspaper and Lee and Jang found that viewing the SNS site created a sense of two-way 
conversation compared to the newspaper article. This effect was limited to people who normally 
steer clear of social interaction (Lee & Jang, 2011, p. 13). For the second study Lee and Jang wanted 
to see if they could get the same results using a local politician that people in the experiment did not 
know to eliminate prejudice and preexisting attitudes toward the target. On me2DAY , a Korean 
platform that is almost identical to Twitter they repeated their first study (Lee & Jang, 2011, p. 14). 
The participants felt a level of presence which created a feeling of closeness to politician and created 
positive attitudes and made voters more inclined to vote for the politician (Lee & Jang, 2011, p. 17).  
The next group of researchers examined election periods in different countries. Ahmed et al 
looked at the use of interactivity during the 2014 General Indian elections. They chose India because 
most, if not all, studies on interactivity and elections are conducted in economically developed and 
political stable states and (Ahmed et al, 2016, p. 1072). They looked at the communication tools used 
by the running parties. The winning party, PJB, used Twitter for public outreach and acknowledged 
individual users in tweets. More so than other parties who were making use of traditional media 
outlets. PJB also managed to create a connection with the new and young audiences and they 
answered to questions and concerns they received via Twitter (Ahmed et al, 2016, pp.1082-1083). 
Utz looked at the 2006 Dutch elections. She examined if communication with potential candidates on 
Hyves, the biggest SNS website in the Netherlands in that year, would constitute positive attitudes 
towards this candidate. Using a made-up politician they looked at effects of interactions. Using a 
made up politician allowed them to control factors and keep all factors besides interactivity constant 
(2009, P. 227). Reacting to voters’ comments conceived more positive evaluations than comments 
that went unanswered (Utz, 2009, p. 236).     
Interactivity was also found to be beneficial for relationship building. The relationship 
between organizations and their public tend to be better evaluated when the company is more 
interactive. 120 students received mobile twitter messages of the organizations. They were divided 
in three groups with varying interactivity and after completing a survey at the end Saffer found that 
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the relationship between organizations and their public tend to be better evaluated and perceived 
when the company is more interactive (Saffer, 2013, p. 214). Rafeeli & Sudweeks gathered results of 
existing discussion groups online and did content analyses. In these groups, participants freely joined 
or left a group (1988, P. 7). They examined the group dynamics because they wanted to know what 
made participants connect with each other in this environment. Interactivity turned out to be a 
relevant factor in explaining the attractiveness of a group conversation and aided in their 
development (Rafaeli, 1988, p. 12).   
The last two researches I will look at researched what type of posts on Facebook determined 
positive feedback in the form of likes and the number of comments. Saxton and Waters’ study was 
conducted by looking at 1000 messages on Facebook, sent by the 100 biggest nonprofit organizations 
in de United States. These messages where divided into five categories i.e. information, community 
building and dialogue, and promotion and mobilization etc.. The reactions to these messages were 
then measured by either a like or a comment (Saxton & Waters, 2014, pp. 285-886). The participants 
in this research preferred two-way communication over one-way communication. Interactive 
messages received more likes and comments than messages that only shared information. 
Surprisingly, the actual sharing of messages on their own page in their own network occurred more 
for one-way information providing posts (Saxton & Waters, 2014, p. 294).      
Vries et al were interested in knowing what factors made a post posted by a brand more 
popular. They looked at 11 international brands, all selling different products  on Facebook (Vries, 
2012, p.87). Vivid messages like pictures had a positive effect on the number of likes a post received 
and asking question seemed to have a negative outcome on likes.  This occurred because, when a 
question is asked, the answer to that question cannot be answered by ‘liking’ the post. Asking 
questions did have a positive effect on the number of replies a post received (Vries, 2012. pp. 84-89). 
 What is missing from the current literature is research about interactivity in de digital 
diplomacy research field. With this research I hope to further the knowledge of the potential digital 
diplomacy by looking at one communication strategy, interactivity, and seeing how this might be 
effective. Interactivity has proven to stimulate positive attitudes and reactions in communication, 
psychology and online marketing research. Therefore I expect to find: 
 Hypothesis I: actors behind a digital diplomacy campaign are more likely to receive positive 
responses on interactive tweets than on non-interactive tweets.  
Twitter 
Statistics as of March 31, 2016 show that Twitter, recognizable by their blue bird silhouette, is one of 
the biggest micro blogging websites with approximately 310 monthly active users (Twitter, 2016).  
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Twitter allows members to post ‘tweets’ that are no more than 140 characters long. You can retweet 
other people’s messages in two ways; @reply or, react to them. You can also mention users by using 
their twitter name and adding an ‘@’ in front of it. The first form of retweeting is basic retweeting, 
this means sharing the tweet of another person without changing the content. Modified retweeting 
is when a person adds content or removes a part of the original tweet. Either way, the name of the 
writer of the original tweet is still visible, making it possible to access the account of the original 
sender. A reply is a direct response to a tweet. The reply message is then preceded by the @-
mention at the beginning (Twitter, 2016; Tromble, Under Review).  
 
Comparative Case Selection  
Current social media researches on interactivity discussed in my literature review have 
mostly looked at single countries. With this research I will be looking at the UK and the US as a 
comparative case selection to test my aforementioned hypothesis on a larger scale than has been 
done before. The countries are both key players in the coalition that is fighting IS physically, but to 
defeat IS on an ideological level will take more. IS is an Islamist militant group that has seized land 
stretching from Syria to Iraq. After establishing this caliphate, it has obtained notoriety because of 
their mass killing, abductions, and inhumanity. IS has been able to gain supporters from all over the 
world and is now being attacked by a coalition led by the US.  Since these air strikes, IS has supported 
attacks from their members directed at the coalition or supporters of this coalition fighting them 
(Lister, 2014, pp. 4-5). IS has used Twitter as one of the main channels to spread their message and 
recruited partisans (Berger & Morgan, 2015, p.4).  
Tactics used by Saudi Arabia in counter IS messages  consisted of media engagement, 
religious discourse, counseling and international cooperation. Despite these efforts Saudi’s are 
among the most likely to join IS.  The UK  2007 ‘Prevent’ campaign countering violent extremism on 
school, the internet and universities also did not thwart the outflow of IS fighters from the UK to the 
caliphate (Fernandez, 2015, p. 22).  One of the strong points of IS radicalization efforts entail 
relationships that are either physically or virtually near. The establishing of relations being even more 
influential than the actual propaganda(Fernandez, 2015, p. 20). Therefore, interactivity online could 
be an important part of the IS-counter message.  
Because IS has used Twitter as one of the main channels to spread their message and 
recruited partisans the US and UK have both sought to counter the IS message on Twitter (Berger & 
Morgan, 2015, p.4). I will be looking specifically at the Twitter account of the UK foreign office ‘UK 
against Daesh’ (UAD). Furthermore, I will be looking at the US government twitter named ‘The Global 
Engagement Center’ (GEC) formerly known as ‘Think again Turn Away’ (TATA). I chose these two 
twitter accounts because the countries they represent are very similar in a lot of ways. Both twitter 
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accounts are run by government representatives. @Ukagainstdaesh is run by the ministry of foreign 
affairs and @The GEC by US government officials. They both have English content on their Twitter 
accounts, suggesting that these accounts are targeted at English speaking populations from around 
the world but also domestic populations to join IS. Because I do not know the nationalities of 
everyone that likes or replies to these Twitters I cannot know for certain that this is digital diplomacy.  
They are members of the coalition fighting IS. I expect them to target similar audiences i.e people 
who are interested potentially joining IS and who want to keep being informed about the 
progress in this fight. In their online fight against IS they do vary in their communication 
methods. Whereas the UK account engages more in two-way communication, using Q&A’s 
and Polls and asking questions to interact with the Twitter public and to tailor their content 
to the Twitter public. Research has shown that effective public diplomacy should offer 
relevant news and information. Embassies should talk about topics that interest the stake 
holders, because responding feedback increases satisfaction in the public (Straus et al, 2015; 
Rapp et al, 2013,).  The US account is very much focused on one-way information 
distribution and does not interact with their public.      
Both Twitters are very active, posting multiple Tweets every day so there is sufficient data 
within a period of one month to look at and analyze. This time frame was also chosen because they 
were representative for the overall Twitter uses. Because digital diplomacy is a relatively new 
concept and Twitter usage is very dynamic I wanted to choose a timeframe that was the most recent  
to capture the newest twitter usage. Supported by the fact that US secretary of state John Kerry 
announced in February that coalition members fighting the Islamic state would be increasing their 
efforts to defeat the group (Davis, 2016, February 2). Making my time frame also interesting to look 
at.           
 Furthermore, I do consider that differences in comments to the UK and the US could be 
caused by the image crisis the US is currently in. Where the US was once known for being the 
bringers of democracy, freedom and human rights, 9/11, and the illegitimate wars in Afghanistan and 
Iraq, led to their foreign policy being predominantly known for being greedy, self-serving, 
imperialistic and militaristic (Manor & Segev, 2015, p. 104). In my research I recognize that I am not 
able to control this factor and separate the effects of their lack of interactivity from the effect of the 
US crisis image completely. I, nevertheless, assumed that interactivity would have a greater influence.  
Data Collection and sampling 
The process of data collection started by identifying the Twitter accounts I wanted to use by 
looking at government websites and their social media presence. I, then, collected data using the 
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Twitter advanced search: https://twitter.com/search-advanced to select the time frame on Twitter  
that I wanted to examine. I chose April 8, 2016  to May 8, 2016.  Once I identified my time frame  I 
used Web Scraper. Webscraper is an extension on chrome that you can use to extract data from a 
website that you can later export in a CSV file and use for analyses. I downloaded the Web Scraper 
extension for Chrome http://webscraper.io/ to scrape all Tweets from @UKagainstdaesh and 
@TheGEC. I extracted all relevant information for my research such as; the number of retweets or 
likes a tweet had, and the content of a tweet ranging from pictures to newspaper articles. 
 I used non-random sampling to choose my cases. I looked at political actors who held 
accounts and were tweeting at foreign publics and found that the @UKagainstdeash and the 
@TheGEC both fit my criteria and I ended up with 381 scraped tweets and 293 replies. I looked at 
their communication strategies to ensure that the varied enough for my research and then I was 
ready for data coding.  
Data coding and analyses  
  My unit of analysis is the ‘individual Tweet’, defined as all tweets send by the political actors 
behind a political campaign from one of the two accounts I am investigating. I began by coding all 
tweets from @TheGEC and @UKagainstdaesh as interactive or non-interactive. Tweets were coded 
as interactive or non-interactive based on their content directed at their audience. If they reacted to 
the public, or if they asked a question of the public they were coded as interactive. A poll or tweets 
announcing  Q&A’s were also coded as interactive. An example of an interactive tweet is ‘’Today 
@4pm UK time we're holding a Q&A where you can ask how UK Govt is defeating #Daesh & helping 
#Iraq-is & #Syria-ns. Get questions in now’’. I, then, went on to look at all the reactions of these 
Tweets  and adding them to my excel file and coding their tone as either ‘’positive’’, ‘’negative’’ or 
‘’neutral’’. I did this based on their tone directed at the actors behind the twitter account or the 
group the countries these actors where part of. Here is what a negative tweet looks like: 
‘’@UKagainstDaesh UK regime that helped create and arm ISIS now pretends to be against them. 
Very childish propaganda.’’ This reaction is reacting to the UK Twitter and is critiquing their foreign 
policy. If this same critique was directed at the @TheGEC account, this Tweet would be coded as 
neutral. Here is what a positive tweet looks like: ‘’@thomdinsdale @UKagainstDaesh @coalition 
Looks like a big step forward’’. This was coded positive because of the support for the UK foreign 
policy. For further explanation and more examples look to the codebook in the appendix.  
T-test  
The independent T-test is used to compare the means of the variables of two groups or 
categories and see if there is any statistically significant difference between the two. Independent 
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means that every comment or like is measured once and if it falls in one category, it cannot fall in the 
other (de Vocht, 2013; Argyrous, 2011). I did two Independent T-tests to see if there was a difference 
between interactive and non-interactive tweets in the tone of the replies and the likes they received. 
The first T-test tested if an interactive tweet received a more positive tone of response than a non-
interactive tweet. For this analyses I only used Tweets that had reactions. Tweets with no reaction 
were not included in this test. The second T-test I conducted was to examine if an interactive tweet 
received more likes than non-interactive tweets. For this test I only included tweets with likes. 
Tweets without likes were excluded. Two variables test my hypothesis: tone and likes. The positive 
Tweets were coded as 1, ‘’negative’’ as -1 and ‘’neutral comments as 0. After adding them up and 
dividing by the total number of mentions, each tweet received an average tone score. Furthermore I 
used two T-tests to examine if there was a difference in the amount of likes and tone of comments 
for tweets directed at @thegec and @ukagainstdaesh. 
Regression analyses and variables  
A regression analysis can be used to see if there is a relationship between an independent 
and a dependent variable. It is also possible to predict the value of the dependent variable with the 
independent variable (De Vocht, 2013, P. 338). To analyze the influence of interactivity on the 
reactions of the Twitter audience I employed two regression models. First, a linear regression model 
to see what variables could best predict the tone of the reactions that my Twitter accounts received. 
Second, I also did a negative binomial regression analyses to predict what variables could possibly 
influence the likes the twitter accounts received. The tone and the likes test my hypothesis.  
In these models I also added control variables that were likely to influence reactions a Twitter 
account received. Country -is a dichotomous variable, I coded it 0 for The twitter account of the UK 
foreign office and 1 for the US government owned Twitter. Replies- is a continuous variable I 
measured by counting all the replies a tweet received.  Picture- is dichotomous and was coded 1 if 
the tweet contained a picture and 0 if not. Like – is a continuous variable using the number of likes a 
tweet received. Retweet – is a continuous variable measured by the number of retweets a tweet 
received. For further explanation and justification for these control variables, see appendix.  
Findings 
Table 1 : Tone of replies N† Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Standard 
Error 
Non– interactive 120 -0.138a 0.492 0.450 
 Interactive  23 -0.270b  0.481 0.100 
† Includes tweets who received replies. does not include politicians who had no replies. 
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.578 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥0.05 (independent t-test). 
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b = No statistically significant difference at the 0.578 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥0.05 (independent t-test). 
 
Table 2 : Received likes 
 
N† Mean Standard 
deviation 
Standard 
error 
Non-interactive 325 6.60a 9.793 0.543 
Interactive 87 3.62b 3.353 0.537 
† Includes tweets who received likes. does not include politicians who had not received likes.  
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.0.117 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≤ 0.01 (independent t-test). 
b = No statistically significant difference at the 0.0.117 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets , p ≤ 0.01 (independent t-test). 
 
 Table 1 is a summary of the average tone of replies to (non)-interactive Tweets received by 
the @UKagainstdaesh account and the @TheGEC account. The twitter accounts tweeted 5.2 times 
more non-interactive tweets than interactive tweets. Table 1 shows that the replies to non-
interactive Tweets were even more negative than the responses to interactive tweets. The mean of 
the average tone score for non-interactive tweets being -0.138 and for interactive tweets -0.270. 
Table 2 is a summary of the received likes on tweets posted by @UKagainstdaesh account and the 
@TheGEC account. There were 3.7 times more non-interactive tweets with likes than interactive 
tweets. Table 2 shows that tweets who were non-interactive received more likes than interactive 
tweets. The mean for the number of likes for non-interactive tweets being 6.60 and 3.62  for 
interactive tweets.  
Table 3: tone of replies per country N† mean Standard 
deviation 
Standard 
error 
mean 
UK 102 -0.172a 0.465 0.046 
US 41    -0.12b 0.557 0.086 
† Includes tweets who received replies. does not include tweets who had no replies. 
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.506 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (independent t-test). 
b = No statistically significant difference at the 0.506 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (independent t-test). 
 
 
 
Table 4: received likes per country N† mean Standard 
deviation 
Standard 
error 
UK 206 7.19a 7.643 0.533 
US 158 5.08b 11.126 0.885 
† Includes tweets who received likes. does not include tweets who had not received likes.  
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.104 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥0.05 (independent t-test). 
b = No statistically significant difference at the 0.104 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (independent t-test). 
 
I was also interested in seeing if the UK, who has a more interactive communication 
approach, would receive more positive reactions than the US who is strictly non-interactive. Table 3 
is a summary of the average tone of replies received by the @UKagainstdaesh and the @TheGEC 
account. In the same time period the UK has more tweets with replies than the @thegec account. 
The results show that the replies to @ukagainstdaesh twitter account where more negative than the 
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responses to American tweets, despite the UK having a more interactive account .The average tone 
score for UK tweets was -0.172 and for US tweets being -0.12.  Table 4 is a summary of the number 
of likes received by the @UKagainstdaesh account and the @TheGEC account. Table 4 shows that the 
@ukagainstdaesh twitter had more tweets with likes than the @TheGEC account. The 
@Ukagainstdaesh account also received more likes on their tweets than the @TheGEC account. The 
mean for the likes for the UK being 7.19  and for US being 5.08.   
Table 5 
Lineair regression analyses 
 
Unstandardized 
coefficients  
Standardized 
coefficients 
US 0.076a 
(0.296) 
0.094 
Replies -0.034b 
(0.018) 
       -0.385 
Retweet -0.010c 
(0.009) 
-1.105 
Interactive 0.101d 
(0.308) 
0.047 
pictures        -1.463*** 
(0.308) 
0.686 
Likes    0.030* 
(0.014) 
0.983 
   
N= 143  
Adjusted R2 0.437  
significance 0.048  
*p ≤ 0.05, **p ≤ 0.01, ***p≤ 0.005  
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.547 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (lineair regression anlyses). 
b= No statistically significant difference at the 0.075 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (lineair regression anlyses). 
c= No statistically significant difference at the 0.280 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (lineair regression anlyses). 
d= No statistically significant difference at the 0.280 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (lineair regression anlyses). 
 
 
I was also interested in knowing if interactivity was the only  meaningful influence on the 
responses of the Twitter audience or if there were other variables that could also explain my 
dependent variable. According to table 1 and 2, interactive Tweets attracted more negative replies 
and less likes than non-interactive tweets, contrary to my hypothesis. Table 3 shows that the 
@UKagainstdaesh who is more interactive, receives more negative comments. Table 4 partially 
supports my hypothesis, because the @ukagainstdaesh site did receive more likes on their tweets 
than the @TheGEC account.  Table 4 contains the findings of the relationship between multiple 
variables and the tone of the replies. Because I wanted to further investigate what other factor could 
possibly influence de tone of the reactions I used a Linear regression model. The data shows that the 
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presence of a picture, the number of likes a tweet receives influences the tone of the replies. For the 
variable pictures, you can see that there is a statistically significant difference between having a 
picture and having no picture in a tweet. Having a picture in the tweet decreases the tone with -
1.463 ( this is significant on a 0.041 level).  For every increase in likes a tweet has, there is an increase 
of 0.030 in the tone of the replies, at a significant level of 0.000. These control variables all turned 
out to influence the tone of the replies more than the interactivity of a Tweet in this model, 
undermining my hypothesis. It would make a lot of sense to look more closely at these variables in 
future research. Other variables showed that interactive tweets had an increase of 0.101 in the tone 
of replies. The more retweets a tweet has the more negative the tone of the reaction will be, with an 
average of -0.010 .The more replies a comment received the more negative the tone of the replies 
with a score of -0.034. And lastly the country variable showed that the replies directed at the US have 
a more positive tone than the ones directed at the UK with an average of 0.076, in contrast to what I 
hypothesized.  
Table 6: negative binomial  
regression model 
B 
not interactive* 1.382 
(0.5566) 
UK  1.326* 
(0.5423) 
No pictures -0.661a 
(0.7982) 
Retweet 0.543*** 
(0.0438) 
Replies -0.026b 
 (0.0255) 
  
N= 139 
significance 0.000 
Likehood ratio Chi square 12.681 
 
Standard errors reported in parentheses.  
*p ≤ 0.05, **p ≤ 0.01, ***p≤ 0.001 
a = No statistically significant difference at the 0.389 level  between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (Negative Binomial regression). 
b= No statistically significant difference at the 0.0.792 level between interactive and non-interactive tweets,  p ≥ 0.05 (Negative Binomial regression). 
 
Table 5 shows that there are more variables influencing the number of likes besides the 
interactivity. The results show that for tweets who are not interactive there is an increase of 1.382 in 
the number of likes. This is statistically significant at the 0.013 level. There is also a significant 
difference at the 0.014 level between the two countries that are behind both accounts. For the UK 
there is a predicted increase of 1.326 log counts for number of likes. The number of retweets seems 
to have the most influence on the number of likes a tweet receives with a significance of 0.000. for 
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every increase in the number of retweets a tweet receives there is an increase of 0.543 in the 
number of likes a tweet receives. Furthermore the Binomial regression analyses showed that for 
every tweet without pictures there is a decrease of -0.661 units on the number of likes. And for every 
increase in replies there is a decrease in the number of likes of -0.026.  
Discussion 
My data all together suggests that interactivity hardly influences the way anti-IS discourse on twitter 
is received by twitter audiences. Contrary to my hypotheses Interactive tweets actually receive more 
negative replies than non-interactive tweets. This is found on the level of the individual tweet but 
also in a larger context because the tone of score was more negative for the interactive 
@UKagainstdaesh account then for the non-interactive @TheGEC account. What actually does 
predict the tone of response a tweet is the number of likes. The more likes a tweet receives, the 
more positive the tone. This could be due to the fact that people liking a tweet could also decide to 
leave a positive comment. Also the absence of a picture positively influences the number of likes. For 
the likes variable I found that non-interactive tweets received more likes than interactive tweets. On 
a meta level I did find that the @UKagainstdaesh twitter account did receive more likes than the 
@TheGec account. The variable that did positively influence the number of likes were the number of 
retweets. The more retweets a tweet had, the more positive the likes.    
      
Previous research does not account for all my findings. My results vary greatly from previous 
researchers. Several found that viewing interactive tweets resulted in a more positive view of the 
actor behind the tweets (Lee &Shin, 2012b ; Lee & Jang, 2011; Utz, 2009). Because the tone of replies 
was even more negative for the @UKagainstdaesh than for the @TheGEC, my research found the 
exact opposite in the comments. The number of likes in my research did confirm this, because the 
@UKagainstdaesh twitter account did receive more likes. Previous research found that interactive 
comments resulted in an increased number of likes (Saxton & Water, 2014; Vries, 2012). My results 
showed the opposite, non-interactive tweets received more likes than interactive messages. De Vries 
(2012, PP. 84-89) also found the same results I did that the interactivity decreased the number of 
likes. Because a question requires an answer. That answer can probably not be given by simply liking 
a post. Because the t-test showed that the overall tone of all messages where predominantly 
negative. I can only hypothesize that because I have chosen to focus on anti-IS discourse, that this 
topic may have caused this negative average tone. The more retweets a tweet had, the more positive 
the likes. This could be because when someone retweets they share it with their own network. This 
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can result in more people seeing the tweet and liking it.      
   
The data for the most part contradicts my hypotheses and the previous research. Generally speaking 
interactive comments do not result in more positive responses as the t-test shows. I believe that 
therefore my findings require further examination. Because my t-tests where not statistically 
significant I propose using a longer time frame in future research, because my case study was not 
representative for my research question. My linear regression model  had a very low significance at 
0.048. This suggests that there are important variables missing from my model that could make it a 
better fit. What I could not control for in my research is personal opinions of responding individuals 
in my case studies. To understand more about the reasons people respond positively or negatively on 
Twitter it would be more accurate if I would have done a survey among the people that replied with 
a comment asking them about their twitter usage and attitudes toward the accounts that I 
researched.   
Based on my results the implications for the use of interactive messages in digital diplomacy 
in the future are pessimistic. Without further research it is not possible to say that interactivity is not 
important. This does show that the international and digital spheres are complex fields of research. 
The most important thing is that governments are trying to reach out to the public and trying to 
inform and engage them. That is positive thing for the future even if it does not generate exclusively 
positive reactions, because everyone’s opinion matters.  
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Appendix  
Codebook  
The variables must be coded for each Tweet.  
  
o Tone – Enter either “positive”, “negative”, or “neutral”. 
 
 
24 
 
- The variable regards the tone a tweet takes against behind actors behind the twitter account 
and/or the group they belong to.  
 
For example in reaction to @UKagainstDaesh and @TheGEC.  
• @TheGEC @coalition May Allah guide you and help you find them all and destroy 
them and protect the innocent. Thanks for your hard work. tone = positive. Praises 
@Ukagaintdaesh. 
 
• @UKagainstDaesh @KyleWOrton @FreeSyrianArmy lol. Turkey is a terror sponsoring 
hellhole. Kiss your tourist sector goodbye. tone = neutral. Takes a negative tone 
towards Turkey  but not toward @UKagainstDaesh or the UK. The tweet is also not 
explicitly positive towards/about @UkagainstDaesh.   
 
• @UKagainstDaesh And the UK government is also spending money on propaganda 
videos for human organ eating FSA terrorists isn’t it Lovely. tone = negative. the 
message accuses the UK (The UK foreign office is behind the @UKagainstddaesh 
account) as supporting terrorists. Messages that are directed to a group or category 
to which the actors behind a Twittera ccount belong to should be coded as negative. 
  
o Tweets that “thank” the politician are coded “positive”.  
o ‘likes’ are coded positive. 
 
  
o Interactivity- Enter either interactive or non-interactive.  
The variable regards the interactivity of a Tweet towards audiences.  
- Tweets are coded ‘interactive’ if actors behind a Twitter campaign react to comments  
-  if they conduct a poll .  
•  How many #Iraq-I soldiers have @coalitionpartners trained so far to #defeatdaesh? 
Answer posted same time tomorrow.  
- Tweets are coded interactive  if they encourage the audience to take ask questions.    
• Today @4pm UK time we're holding a Q&A where you can ask how UK Govt is 
defeating #Daesh & helping #Iraq-is & #Syria-ns. Get questions in now. Because they 
are asking for replies.  
Control variables  
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Country- Nation branding is a way in which states use digital diplomacy to create, monitor, evaluate 
and manage their own image via social media amidst an international audience (Manor & Segev, 
2015, pp. 89-90).  The differences between the UK and the US can also be caused by the fact that 
these are being perceived differently in the international world.  
Replies- The reason that I think that the number of replies matter in this research is because. Full 
interactivity occurs when actors reply to previous (reactive) messages. An increase in replies could 
imply full interactivity resulting in more positive messages (Rafaeli, 1988, p. 3).   
Picture- Because the twitter audience is international, some people might react more to images than 
to text messages. Vries et al found that posts containing vividness like pictures, resulted in more likes 
on that post (2012, p. 84)  
Likes – the reason that I hypothesize that likes can impact the tone because people who like a tweet 
could also decide to leave a positive comment.    
Retweet – A retweet means that people are sharing a tweet on their personal Twitter page. Resulting 
in that more people will see this tweet. This could increase the number of people that see the tweet 
and therefore like the tweet. 
 
